An old controversy is thus revived. In an article on ' The Remaining Syriac Versions of the Gospels * in the Expository Times for 1915,1 Dr. Alphonse Mingana raised several objections to Burkitt's theory. The main support for his view Burkitt had found in a statement of the Syriac biographer of Rabbula, an admiring contemporary, that the zealous Bishop of Edessa, among his other reforms, had ' translated by the wisdom of God which was in him the New Testament from Greek into Syriac, because of its variants, exactly as it was '.2 Mingana urged caution in accepting at their face value the statements of Syriac traditionalists, and recalled an even better attested Syrian tradition which attributed a translation of the whole Bible from Greek into Syriac to a certain Maraba, Nestorian Patriarch of Seleucia, in the first half of the sixth century. Dr. Rendel Harris was more favourably disposed to the hypothesis, but still believed that evidence could be produced to show that the Peshitta was in existence in the fourth century, and referred to a forthcoming study of the New Testament quotations in a newly discovered mystical work of the Syrian monk Gregory of Cyprus, a contemporary of Ephrem and Aphraates.3 This promised study did not appear till thirteen years later, but its quotations proved, on examination, to be of the same type as those which Burkitt had found in all other pre-fifth century sources.4
It had not apparently occurred to any of these scholars to subject the writings of Rabbula himself to investigation in this connexion, no doubt mainly because of their fragmentary character and the doubts felt about their genuineness,5 and the fact that the longest authentic work, the version of the de recta fide of Cyril was a translation from the Greek. Even this, however, is something, and may furnish enough evidence on which to form a judgment of the character of Rabbula's New Testament, and Dr. Voobus has rendered scholarship a valuable service in drawing attention to the undoubted presence of an Old Syriac textual element in these quotations, and to the wider problem thereby raised. Mt. xvii. 5 (681, 1185), quoted with a characteristic Old Syriac variant, is sufficient by itself to give us pause. 1
In dealing with the problem thus raised, Dr. Voobus confines himself, for the most part, to the discussion of the seven most striking examples where this Old Syriac textual element occurs. 2 For the rest of his analysis of these quotations his results only are given. They may be summarised as follows : of some thirty Gospel quotations in the treatise (I have counted forty), one-third agree with Old Syriac textual tradition ; onethird have peculiar Syriac readings not found in any other known sources, and the remaining third agree with the Peshitta where the latter is itself in agreement with syr. vt. Two quotations only are cited as being in agreement with the Peshitta against the Old Syriac, S and C (Jn. xiv. 9 (649, 1156) x. 30 (669, 1173)), of which the first is too short and colourless to admit of any conclusions, while in both cases we can only compare them with S (C vac.).3 The evidence as a whole points, Dr. Voobus thinks, to the employment by Rabbula, not of our Peshitta, but of some form of the Old Syriac Gospels.
I have submitted these quotations to a similar analysis and reached a different conclusion. Examination of the quotations gave the following picture :
(a) Eight examples agree practically verbatim with the Peshitta against S and C ; 4 six more agree with Peshitta against S and C but have some individual feature or features of their The remainder of the quotations have generally a mixed form of Peshitta-Old Syriac text or represent a translation of CyrG. influenced at one point by the Peshitta, at another by the Old Syriac. Lk. ii. 14 (638, 1144) is discussed by Voobus (pp. 11 and 16) and its Old Syriac element isolated ; 2 he does not, however, remark on the characteristic Peshitta rendering of cvSo/cta, j-x^ JV^UB , ' good hope ' in the same verse. This verse is one which was probably as well known to Rabbula's contemporaries as it is to ourselves, and it is here almost certainly being quoted by Rabbula in the form of text regarded by him as authoritative, no doubt his own revision ; in that case, its Old Syriac element is a striking fact. A similar example of this mixed form of text is Lk. ii. 11, 12 (639, 1144) (another very familiar quotation), where a characteristic Peshitta rendering, loo'^£> for o-coTrip contra S (vac. C)) i ..v>, is found side by side with the Old Syriac rendering of Ppc<j>os by )L^^ (syr. vg. jJo^), with, in addition, several individual renderings.
There are two conclusions which may be justifiably drawn from this evidence :
(i) Group (a) makes it certain that Rabbula's translation of Cyril's treatise has been influenced in its Gospel quotations by the Peshitta. The Peshitta revision of the Gospels was, therefore, available when Rabbula translated the de recta fide; we have no reason to doubt and every reason for believing that it was his own revision that the Bishop of Edessa was utilising.
(11) It is no less certain, however, that Rabbula is drawing on Old Synac text forms in his translation of Gospel quotations. If Jn. 111. 34 were the only evidence we had, it might be possible to urge that Rabbula had simply recalled this Old Syriac text from memory and inserted it, instead of the usual Peshitta text, at this point. But such a theory cannot account for the other evidence of mixed texts, with Peshitta and Old Syriac elements side by side. Unless we are satisfied with the view that Rabbula is making up his Syriac text as he goes along, drawing now on his memory of the Peshitta, now on that of the Old Syriac, some alternative explanation of these textual phenomena must be given. I suggest that the true explanation of this mixed PeshittaOld Syriac text or influence in Cyr5. is that, in fact, Rabbula is drawing throughout on his revision of the Syriac Gospels but that Rabbula's Syriac Vulgate was not identical textually with our Peshitta, but still contained a not unsubstantial Old Syriac element. His revision was a kind of half-way house between the Old Syriac represented by S and C and the final and definitive form of the Syriac Vulgate which has come down to us.
The first revision of the Old Syriac version was probably that represented by the Curetonian fragments. The quotation from Jn. iii. 34 above agrees verbatim with C, and this might point to the Curetonian text as the Rabbulan revision. There are, however, grave objections to such a theory ; other Old Syriac readings Jn these quotations do not agree with C, and, in any case, the evidence of reminiscences of the current vernacular Syriac Bible, however striking, can never be wholly satisfactory, especially Jn a question of such weight. The most that can be said, on the basis of the few convincing examples which can be given, is that Rabbula's revision probably comes somewhere between attempts to revise the Old Syriac, such as we find in C, and the final definitive Peshitta text which has reached us.
